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UNITED STATES BANXRUPTCY COURT 

SO- DISTRICT OF CALIEOMIA 

VERN D. BXlANCHARD d/b/a 
-CAN MULTI-SYSTEMS, 

Debtor. 

) CASE NO. 96-12037-H7 
1 
) ORDER DEmYfETG DEBTOR' S MOTIrn 
) FOR RECOMSIDERATION 
1 
1 

Debtor, pro se, sulmitted a Motion for Reconsideration of 

Order G r a n t i n g  Trustee's Request for P e t i t i o n  of Instructions 

Concerning Liquidation of Proper ty  of the E s t a t e  and a Motion for 

Reconsideration of O r d e r  Approving f n t e r h  Applications of 

Trustee's Professionals for Campensation and Reimbursmment of 

Expenses. 

Pursuant to this Courtt s internal  practice and procedure, the 

Court r e v i e w s  a motion for reconsideration on the merits before the 

motion is set for hearing. The C o u r t  has reviewed the d e b t o ~ ~ s  

m o t i o n s  and f inds  it inappropriate to s e t  a hearing on either 

motion. 

D e b t o r  fails to mention in either m o t i o n  the specific 

subsection of Federal R u l e  Bankruptcy Procedure 9024 that he is 

relying upon. Nonetheless, debtor is using his motions for 

reconsideration to collatesally athck the default judgment in 



Adversary No. 99-90357 which is now a f i n a l  oxder. ft is 

inappropriate for this Court to reconsider any aspect o f  that 

judgment at this late date. D e b t o r  also has previously made the 

same, or substantially the same, arguments in his pleading8 f i led 

in opposition to both matters that he now seeks the Court to 

reconsider. D e b t o r  fails to set forth m y  new arguments that would 

warrant a rrconsideration of this Court's prior rulings. L a s t l y ,  

the debtorts srqurst fox reconsideration of the Court's ruling w i t h  

respect to the -Tech stock is moot since the stock has already 

Bern sold purrnuant to a bidding procedure in this Court. 

In sum, the C o u r t  finds there are no grounds for the debtorts 

request for reconsidarrtion on either matter and, therefore, finds 

it inappropriate to make the trustee or other parties beas the c o s t  

of a response and a hearing. lo hewing will be held. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Dated: D e c e m b e r  19, 2005 

UN ED STATES RANXRUFTCY JUDGE L 2  



UNITED STATES BAhlKRUmCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

325 West F %e&, San Diego, California 921018$91 

In re: Bankruptcy Case No. 96-1 203747 

The undersigned, a mgulriy appinted and g r s a l i  derk in the o f b  of the United Stabs Bankruptcy Court for the 
Southern District of Californie, at San Diego, hereby certiRes t b t  a h e  copy of the athched document, to wit  

ORDER DENYING DfBTQR'S MOTION FOR RECONStMRATION 

was e n d a d  in a sealed envelope bearing the lawful frank of Um bankruptq judges and mailed to each of the padks at 
their mpcW addresses l i i  belcmr: 

Attornev!~) for Trustee: 
Gary 8. Rudolph, Esq. 
Sparbr Rudolph Annen, APLC 
701 "B" Street, S u h  1000 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Attornevls) for Scott McMilla~: 
Charles Kagay, Esq. 
SpIegel Liao & Kagay 
388 Market Street, Suite 900 
San ~rancisco, CA 941 11 

Debtor in Pro Per: 
Vern Blanchard 
539 Steffy Road 
Ramona, CA 92065 

John Morreli, Esq. 
Hlggs, Fletcher & Mack LLP 
401 West "A" Street, S u b  2600 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Said envelope(s) containing such downwtnt was depslted by me in a rqular United States Mail Box in the City of 
San D i ,  in said District on December 19,2005. 

CSD 11W 


